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Submission 12 

From: --------- 
To: Policy, Natural Heritage 
Subject: Fwd: Amendments to Nature Conservation ( Wildlife ) Regulations Draft. 
Date: Saturday, 25 September 2021 1:03:54 PM 

 
Please find below my personal submission to DPIPWE regarding proposed Amendments 
to Nature Conservation Act 

 
Regards 

 
Wayne Turale 
0497 677 159 

 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

 
 

Subject: Re: Amendments to Nature Conservation ( Wildlife ) 
Regulations 

 
 
 
 

As a long time recreational Hunter, Hunting and Browse Animal 
Hunter Co Ordinator / Manager and the recent Chair of the 
Shooters Fishers & Farmers Party Tas, I wish to submit my 
personal view regarding the proposed changes to the Nature 
Conservation ( Wildlife ) Regulations as it stands in its Draft 
Form. 

 
 

I will keep the dialogue brief for convenience. 
 
 

1. ) I support the change from the Crop Protection Permit 
(CPP) to Property Protection Permit (PPP). However there 
need to be a stringent restriction included to prevent this new PPP 
system to be used for the unethical harvest of Mature/Trophy 
Male deer. It is widely known at the present time unethical 
hunters are exploiting this current system which completely 
undermines ethical and effective wildlife management. I suggest 
the following. 

 
 

* Male deer harvested using this new PPP system have antlers 
lopped between trey and brow tine or one antler removed 
completely, remain on the property or retained by the Dept. 
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* Taxidermy of these deer be denied or restricted unless a special 
permit is obtained. 

 
 

* Deer Harvested under a PPP Permit should NOT be allowed to 
be traded commercially. This undermines the many legally 
regulated and established Fallow Deer Commercial Farms. 

 
 
 
 

2). Organised Browsing Wildlife Shoots/ Hunting activity. This is 
outdated and organised hunts to my knowledge have not taken 
place for a decade or more. This regulation is not required. 

 
 
 
 

3). Commercial Purpose Licence. I do not support the proposed 
change for the authority of the issue of these licences to be 
downgraded from the Secretary to “Department.” This is 
obviously a clandestine way of making Commercial Wildlife 
licences more readily available at the whim of a 
Manager/employee rather than come under a higher level of 
scrutiny. This change is not acceptable and is clearly designed to 
expand Commercial Wildlife  Harvest. 

 
 

4). Detection Device as per Reg 71. What is the definition of this 
device? 

 
 

5) For some time now I have been advocating for capacity of the 
recreational hunter being able to have the opportunity to take 
legally harvested deer to a Licensed Commercial facility to have 
the meat processed for PERSONAL not commercial 
consumption. 

 
 

This value adding to game encourages harvest and recovery of 
deer, particularly female deer, ( does )which in some areas are the 
major factor of excessive numbers. The current Covid situation 
has highlighted the importance of quality protein and the current 
prices of domestic stock greatly restrict the average Tasmanian 
family diet. This system is widely used overseas, it supports 
game management, recreational hunters and their families and 
creates employment, not to mention the highly regarded 
nutritional value of game meats as a protein. 



 
 
 

Wayne Turale 0497 677 159 

  



Submission 13 

To whom it concerns,                27/09/2021 

 

I wish to comment on the Draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021. 

My comments are regarding the classification of introduced mallard ducks. Mallard ducks have a significant 
impact on native waterfowl due to competition and hybridisation (Guay and Tracey 2009; Guay et al. 2014). 
Mallards are larger than native ducks and most waterfowl species. Being from primarily domestic stock, they are 
far more tolerant to humans and disturbance than native ducks, increasing their habitat availability in almost all 
human-altered landscapes. Their most significant impact is their threat to the genetic integrity of Pacific Black 
Ducks (PBDU). Mallards produce fertile hybrid offspring with PBDUs. These hybrids are able to disperse further 
than domestic mallards and are therefore able to introduce mallard genetics into otherwise unaffected areas. Due 
to the threat to  

The genetic integrity of PBDUs has been severely compromised in New Zealand, to the point they are critically 
endangered nationally, with less than 5% of Black Ducks in NZ being non-hybrids. PBDUs are locally extinct on 
Lord Howe and Norfolk islands due to hybridisation, and are going the same way on Macquarie Island. Tasmania, 
being an island, is at much greater risk of losing the genetic integrity of PBDUs than mainland Australia, due to 
Tasmania’s more isolated PBDU population and the shorter distances between mallard and hybrid populations, as 
compared to greater distances between towns and cities on the mainland. Mallards are responsible for the loss of 
genetic integrity in many duck species around the world, some of which are now classed and endangered or 
extinct.  

I propose that mallards be reclassified to Schedule 8 “restricted wildlife.” No other schedule 7 bird species listed is 
currently established in the wild in Tasmania nor having a significant impact on a native species. Having mallards 
classified as stock impedes efforts to control and eradicate wild populations in Tasmania, as according to 
DPIPWE’s Feral Animals of Tasmania, “mallards are technically someone’s property and cannot be culled without 
the owner’s permission.” I understand this change may be difficult given the extent of mallards in Tasmania used 
in agriculture and as pets, but it is important that rules concerning the captivity of mallards are applied. Many 
examples of how to prevent escapes of captive mallards are listed in the Agreement on the Conservation of 
African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird’s Guidelines on Avoidance of Introductions of Non-native Waterbird 
Species (2006). Considering the impact mallards have on PBDUs, I believe it is time mallard ducks are phased out 
as free-ranging pets in Tasmania and if owned they must be contained to aviaries. This has been proposed by 
researchers as a potential method in preventing new hybrid populations (Guay et al. 2014). Free-ranging 
contained mallards are having on impact due to PBDUs and hybrids entering dams and properties to breed with 
them. There are many examples of dam mallards intermingling with PBDs and spreading their genetics without 
having to leave the property. The following is a link to a private business’s dam and pictures mallards and wild 
PBDUs and hybrids intermingling: https://www.puddleduckvineyard.com.au/puddleduck-
wineries?pgid=kemgbo2g-77af5f24-8a73-4dcb-af54-9de1b49db17c 

In the Best Practice Guidelines for Wildlife Rehabilitation (2021) mallards and mallard x PBDU hybrids have been 
added to the list of species that if are not kept in captivity, must be euthanased. The guidelines provide 
information on their impact on the genetic integrity of PBDUs and do not put the onus on rehabilitators or vets to 
ensure mallard/hybrid ducklings found in the wild are pets. The same needs to be done for adult mallards, as the 
majority of mallards found in Tasmanian waterways are not escaped pets or domestic stock. 

Due to the ongoing threat to the genetic integrity of PBDUs, I believe it is appropriate to reclassify PBDUs to 
Schedule 1 – protected wildlife. PBDUs should be better protected, at least until mallards are eradicated or 
domestic pets are more regulated.  A temporary cease in PBDU hunting will serve to create reserves of genetically 



pure PBDUs that can repopulate other areas following hybrid eradication. Around the world, habitat loss and duck 
hunting are the two main contributing factors to species that are being affected by hybridisation. In NZ for 
example, it is unlikely that hybridisation would be so widespread if it wasn’t for the increase in suitable mallard 
habitat created by humans, and by genetically pure populations being reduced by hunting. Duck hunting 
organisations in Tasmania make claims of being conservation-minded. I therefore believe this is something these 
organisations would understand and the hunting community would support. This reclassification would benefit 
hunters in the long-term by ensuring the healthy populations of PBDUs can survive into the future.  

My understanding of the current classifications is that mallards, being stock, are technically more protected than 
native PBDUs, a species they have a well-researched and documented impact on. I believe this is unacceptable 
and outdated. Changing the classification of either mallards, or PBDUs would rectify this.  

 

In summary, I am urging DPIPWE and the Tasmanian government to: 

1. Re-classify mallards to Schedule 8 -restricted wildlife and better regulate the ownership of mallards in 
captivity.  

2. Temporarily Re-classify Pacific Black Ducks to schedule 1 – protected wildlife to ensure reservoirs of 
genetically pure PBDUs.  
 

Kind regards,  

 

Jason Graham 

Bachelor Natural Environment & Wilderness Studies 

Registered native duck carer 

 

0424876543 

16 Alexias Way, oakdowns 

-------------------- 
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To whom it concerns, 1/11/2020 

I wish to comment on the draft Best Practice Guidelines for Wildlife Rehabilitation. 

My comments are only regarding the recommended outcomes for injured/sick/orphaned 
introduced species, as I fully support the rest of the draft and commend the authors on their 
efforts. I am pleased to see Kookaburras, Lyrebirds and Sugar Gliders must not be 
rehabilitated for release, as I know this has been a subject of confusion in the past. 

I am interested for more clarity regarding Galahs and Sulphur-Crested Cockatoos. I was of the 
understanding that Galahs were being euthanased due to being introduced. The table in the 
draft suggests they need to be released? Having the SC Cockatoo in the same category implies 
it is introduced also. 

I assume that this list is more of a guide than an absolute list of introduced bird species. I 
however suggest the inclusion of the Northern Mallard and Northern Mallard/Pacific Black 
Duck hybrids on this list, as they are a common species to go into care, and I believe this 
would help clear up confusion regarding outcomes for Mallards and hybrids. Especially 
regarding ducklings and beginner carers. They are far more common to be found 
injured/orphaned than the Skylark for example. I believe this is important, because Northern 
Mallards, hybrids, Muscovy Ducks and all feral waterfowl have a significant impact on 
freshwater ecosystems, the Northern Mallard especially through hybridisation with native 
Pacific Black Ducks, which has almost lead to their extinction in New Zealand. 

Kind regards, 

Jason Graham 

Registered carer 

16 Alexias Way Oakdowns TAS 7019 



0424876543 

jason.graham@justice.tas.gov.au 

  



Submission 14 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this discussion. 

My interest in the management of feral deer in Tasmania is based upon many visits as a tourist, most recently for 
a month in February March 2021. On that visit, like many previous visits, my husband and I organised a group of 
bushwalkers to do several walks in Tasmania. As older Australians, we like some comforts mixed with our walking, 
and contributed to the economy with several nights accommodation and purchase of dinners and other meals, 
petrol and other supplies.   

We are drawn to Tasmania because of its natural beauty, and are concerned that that beauty will be increasingly 
marred be the growing deer population. To assist in management, the status of ferl deer as ‘partly protected’ 
should be removed. Specifically, deer should be removed from Section 3 (Interpretation) of Regulations and 
European Fallow should no longer be included in Schedule 8 as partly protected wildlife. It should also become an 
offence, under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021, to import any kind of deer into Tasmania.  

Thank you again for inviting public comment. I hope to be able to continue to visit Tasmania’s natural beauty 
spots and see unchewed trees and undamaged wetlands. 

I have attached a photo of one the excellent dinners provided to us on our last visit, at the Dover Golf Club, as an 
indication that we contributed to the Tasmanian economy. 

 

 

 

Linda Groom 
96 Strickland Crescent 
Deakin ACT 2600 
0474 507 259 
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Submission 16 

27/09/2021 
 

 
 

To The Secretary, 
 
 
Nature Conservation (wildlife) regulations Public Comment 
 
I would like to propose amendments to the Nature Conservation (wildlife) regulation prior to the draft 
signed off by your office for the new legislation to be enacted. 

 
Reg 71 - Using a detection device – immediate clarification needed for legal use of detection devices – 
specifically as to when or not that they can be used or possessed as this is not easily understood or 
interpreted under the current draft regs.  
 
Recommend removal from the draft regulations trail cameras, Thermal monocular and night vision 
equipment, including must not “Possess” these devices. These devices can be legally purchased in 
Australia for legal activities other than wildlife management by the general public and working 
professionals. 
 
Remove from current reg or transfer to the new PPP permit system regs. 

1. Trail Camera 
2. Thermal monocular 
3. Night vision equipment 
 

 
The aforementioned items are currently legal to purchase in Australia and are being used for non hunting, 
night hunting vermin, personal use, property security, on farm stock health monitoring, obtaining wildlife 
numbers to family wildlife viewing etc.  To make it illegal to possess, carry or use these items on a 
property or especially during transport on a public road without legal documentation or a permit will 
seriously affect the general public and professionals not involved in wildlife control. Making a multitude 
of innocent citizens illegal users when they “possess” the aforementioned devices. 
 
A spot light and firearm can assist in vermin control, but a trail camera and thermal monocular can only 
detect or view an animal. Night visions equipment is designed for harvest but is currently used by farmers 
for stock health viewing, security, obtaining wildlife numbers and for effective vermin control - along 
with a multitude of recreational hunters and professionals that assist.  Recommend deleting reg 71 and 
transferring to the new PPP regs with a thorough working interpretation written accordingly. 
 
 If Tasmania is serious about controlling the alleged exploding deer numbers and wallaby and possum 
impacting highly valuable crops under PPP in the deer core range, then this needs a major review by a 
team looking at the impact for and against this regulation and its current weak and incorrect 
interpretation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PPP ( CPP ) were designed to assist farmers protect their crops, pasture and plantation development. 
 



1. But not for the taking of trophy bucks under the guise of cull buck management. This 
is a serious abuse of the system and a contentious issue in the public arena. 

2. Recommend under new PPP - it is illegal to remove the antlers from the property for 
all male deer harvested under PPP specifically issued for male deer reduction permits. 

3. Tags to be affixed to the hind leg allowing removal of the body only with male 
identification parts like the testicles to remain intact. 

 
I believe these conditions are required to eliminate a loophole used by some shooters to harvest trophy 
bucks in the weeks leading up to the opening of the buck season. 
 
PPP (CPP) are issued for a purpose of crop and property protection NOT to legalise a trophy buck 
harvest. This loophole needs to be closed so that the new Property Protection Permits are not exploited 
and to advantage a select few.  
 
Visit your local taxidermist during the Buck season and the PPP (CPP) tags on male deer outnumber the 
season bucks taken in March – fact that can be easily checked for the 2021 season. 
 
 
Property Protection Permit.  
  
(2) The Holder of a Property Protection Permit may also do one or more of the following, as specified on 
the permit:  
 
(a) to possess the products of wildlife taken in accordance with subregulation (1):  
  
(b) to dispose of such products of Wildlife.  
  
I believe the following inclusion should be added:   
  
Deer products are not to be sold under a PPP.   
 
Deer product can be gifted free to another person under written authority of the permit or licence holder. 
 
Transfer of the deer product to another person can be gifted if free of charge to a family member or friend 
subject to a written document listing the owner, PPP number and address including their signature and 
which must be retained and made available on request to a law enforcement officer. 
  
 
  
47. Prohibition on organised shoot without permission   
  
(1) Except with the written permission of the Secretary, a person must not –   
  
(a) arrange or provide facilities for an organised shoot; or   
(b) while carrying a firearm, take part in an organised shoot.   
  
Penalty: Fine not exceeding 100 penalty units  
  
Minor changes have been made to this in Draft Regs that do not address the current issues. This 
entire reg should be removed as per previously discussed with the TDAC and Game council meetings.  
  
It is outdated and the organized shoot of the past no long takes place.  
  
WBGMP hunting groups could be unfairly disadvantaged under this Regulation.   
  
Delete from Regs or reword current intent as most landowners now have formalised hunt groups under 
WBGMP and this could easily be considered an organised shoot under the old regs ie. Buck season, doe 



season, wallaby season when large numbers of hunters randomly turn up but all sign the property “visit 
book” on the same day.   
 
 
 
Regards  
 
R. Hill 
  



Submission 17 

From: ---------------- 
To: Policy, Natural Heritage 
Subject: Feral Dear 
Date: Monday, 27 September 2021 10:20:47 PM 

 

It is astonishing that invasive deer get protection in Tasmania 
Tasmania’s feral deer population now numbers up to 100,000, occupying more than 2 
million hectares of the state. Climate and habitat suitability modelling predicts that 
56% of Tasmania could be inhabited by fallow deer and the population will be more 
than one million by 2050. 
The result of the “Partly Protected” status of feral deer has hindered reduction of deer 
numbers and led to a 11.5% annual increase of the feral deer population. 
Farmers, conservationists, rural land owners, Aboriginal Tasmanians and rural 
community members are exasperated by the worsening impacts of feral deer. 

Deer must be no longer be considered partly protected wildlife under the Nature 
Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 and as such deer must be removed from 
Section 3 (Interpretation) of Regulations and European Fallow Deer removed from 
Schedule 8 where they are prescribed as partly protected wildlife. This will allow feral 
deer to be managed as a pest species under Tasmania’s Biosecurity Act (2019). 

All species of deer are to be prescribed Restricted Animals and as such listed in 
Schedule 9 of the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 to make it a serious 
offence to import any species of deer to Tasmania. 
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Submission 19 

 
28 September 2021 

Section Head 
Policy and Projects Section 
Natural and Cultural Heritage 
NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

DRAFT NATURE CONSERVATION (WILDLIFE) REGULATIONS 2021 
NATURE CONSERVATION (DEER FARMING) REGULATIONS 2021 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the review of the Wildlife and Deer Farming 
Regulations. The Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA), as an advocate for the long- 
term conservation of Tasmania’s national parks and reserves, recognises that feral deer (Dama 
dama), are a significant threat to the natural and cultural values of these valuable protected 
areas. Accordingly, this submission will focus on the status of feral deer in the               wildlife 
regulations. 

 
The TNPA has previously commented in 2020 on DPIPWE’s Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan and recommended that the “partly protected “status of wild fallow deer should 
be rescinded. This change would greatly assist the Parks and Wildlife Service to appropriately 
eradicate deer from national parks and other conservation reserves and prevent the spread of 
deer into further areas. https://tnpa.org.au/wild-fallow-deer-management-plan/ 

 
There is broad support for managing feral deer as a pest species. 

• The Invasive Species Council has recently proposed a control strategy for feral deer in 
Tasmania. A key element of the plan is removal of the partially protected status of feral 
deer under the current wildlife regulations. https://invasives.org.au/publications/feral- 
deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/ 

• The Senate Environment and Communications Reference Committee’s 2021 report on 
the impact of feral deer, pigs, and goats in Australia, recommends changing the 
regulatory framework for feral deer, by removing any protected status and declaring it 
an environmental pest species. 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_an 
d_Communications/FeralDeerPigGoat2019/Report 

• The National Feral Deer Action Plan, https://feraldeerplan.org.au/the-challenge/ 
recognises the environmental, economic and biosecurity risk of inappropriately 
managed feral deer. The protection afforded by Tasmania’s current Wildlife (General 
and Deer farming) Regulations 2010 contributes to the feral deer population doubling 
at least every 15 years. 

 
The conservation outcomes of Tasmania’s national parks and conservation reserves are also 
at risk if other species of feral deer are allowed to enter the state. Accordingly, the TNPA strongly 
recommends that all deer species should be managed as pest animals under the Tasmanian 
Biosecurity Act 2019 and prescribed as restricted animals in the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) 
regulations 2021. 

 
 
 

Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001 
Email: info@tnpa.org.au  Web: www.tnpa.org.au 

The TNPA acknowledges the First Nation peoples of lutruwita (Tasmania) and their enduring connection to country. We pay our 
respects to their elders past and present. We also acknowledge that their land was taken, and sovereignty was not ceded. 

mailto:NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
https://tnpa.org.au/wild-fallow-deer-management-plan/
https://invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
https://invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Communications/FeralDeerPigGoat2019/Report
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Communications/FeralDeerPigGoat2019/Report
https://feraldeerplan.org.au/the-challenge/
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In addition, the TNPA supports better regulation of deer farms via the Nature 
Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021, to prevent escapes. The TNPA 
also recommends disallowing the establishment of new deer farms outside the 
“traditional deer range”. 

 
The current Wildlife (General and Deer Farming) Regulations 2010 are inconsistent 
with the objectives of other legislation such as the National Parks and Reserves 
Management Act 2002, Nature Conservation Act 2002, and the Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995. With such contradictory legislative and regulatory 
frameworks, it is difficult to meet these conservation objectives. Conservation of 
valuable habitat, protection of threatened vegetation communities, preservation of 
water quality and protection and rehabilitation of reserves is difficult if feral deer’s 
partially protected status remains. 

 
The failure to treat feral deer as a pest species will make it difficult for Tasmania to 
meet its obligations under the Commonwealth’s Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Similarly, the protection of Aboriginal Cultural 
heritage requires more proactive and appropriate management of feral deer. 
International treaties such as the UNESCO World Heritage Convention and the 
RAMSAR convention also place obligations on Tasmania to protect natural, cultural 
and environmental values from damage by feral deer. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to lodge a submission to the Wildlife Regulations Review. 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 

Nicholas Sawyer, President, TNPA 
  



Submission 20 

From: ----- 
To: Policy, Natural Heritage 
Subject: Submission to Wildlife Regulations Review 
Date: Tuesday, 28 September 2021 11:29:27 AM 

 

 
 

Attention: Section Head (Policy and Projects Section) Natural 
and Cultural Heritage 

 
Please accept this email as my submission to the review of Tasmania's Wildlife 
Regulations. Of utmost importance is for the partly protected wildlife status of 'wild' deer 
in Tasmania to be removed. This should be a first step in creating a management for this 
invasive herbivore that protects our iconic wilderness and our farmers from growing 
numbers of this pest animal. 

 
Tasmania’s feral deer population now numbers up to 100,000, occupying more than 2 
million hectares of the state. Climate and habitat suitability modelling predicts that 
56% of Tasmania could be inhabited by fallow deer and the population will be more 
than one million by 2050. 
The result of the “Partly Protected” status of feral deer has hindered reduction of 
deer numbers and led to a 11.5% annual increase of the feral deer population. 
Farmers, conservationists, rural land owners, Aboriginal Tasmanians and rural 
community members are exasperated by the worsening impacts of feral deer. 

 
Deer must be no longer be considered partly protected wildlife under the 
Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 and as such deer must be 
removed from Section 3 (Interpretation) of Regulations and European Fallow Deer 
removed from Schedule 8 where they are prescribed as partly protected wildlife. 
This will allow feral deer to be managed as a pest species under Tasmania’s 
Biosecurity Act (2019). 

 
All species of deer are to be prescribed Restricted Animals and as such listed in 
Schedule 9 of the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 to make it a 
serious offence to import any species of deer to Tasmania. 

 
Please also better regulate deer farms 

 
In Tasmania deer escaping from deer farms has led to the establishment of new feral 
deer herds in areas previously free of this destructive, introduced animal. 
There needs to be a strict requirement for deer on farms to be tagged and recorded 
and severe and enforceable penalties for escaped deer. 
There needs to be provision for stronger fencing standards, closing down deer farms if 
they pose a threat of deer escaping and strict conditions on the sale and disposal of live 
farmed deer. 
No new deer farms should be allowed outside the “traditional deer range”. 

Kind regards, John Sampson. 
 
-- 
John Sampson 

MOB: 0411 294 293 
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